PROPHET  OF   SAN   FRANCISCO	135
seemed bent upon making a fundamental change in the eco-
nomic order.
A paid lecture at the Academy of Music proved such a finan-
cial failure that, with characteristic generosity, George offered
to release the managers who had contracted with him for a
tour of the United States and Canada.
The lecture tour cancelled, he set himself to writing an an-
swer to an attack made upon him by the Duke of Argyll in
the April, 1884, issue of The Nineteenth Century. The article
written by the nobleman and scathingly called "The Prophet of
San Francisco" was to become a title which Henry George wore
with the greatest pride.
The Duke, who was titular chief of the great Campbell clan
and whose son had married Princess Louise, fourth daughter
of Queen Victoria, had served in the cabinets of Aberdeen and
Palmerston and had lately resigned as Lord Privy Seal under
Gladstone when he differed with the Prime Minister on the
Irish land question. But what was more important, he was a
man of letters and a philosopher. As author of The Reign of
Law (1866) he had been much admired by the American whom
he now attacked.
The Duke did not disapprove so much of George's theories
as he disapproved of what was his own grotesque misinterpre-
tation of those theories—he erected a scarecrow and then
knocked it down* Proving his ignorance, he wrote, "In the first
place, is it not a little remarkable to find one of the most extreme
doctrines of communism advocated by a man who is a citizen
of the United States/'
Having labeled George to his satisfaction, he continued, "But
like all Communists, Mr. George hates the very name of
Malthus."
Although far from being a Communist, certainly George did
hate the theory of Malthus: that population would overtake
subsistence—a theory which the Duke evidently accepted.
Moreover, the Duke of Argyll disregarded the difference
between the meanings of "ownership" and "possession." He
disregarded the fact that George, who believed that land be-
longs in usufruct to the living, claimed that under the system
of taxation he advocated, the title of the individual's holdings
would be as inviolate as it is today. Evidently he overlooked
the passage in Progress and Poverty which reads: "The value

